»

-

X XVIIL. Remarks % the Genus Diantbus, By Yames Eaward
Smithy M. D. F. R. §. and P, L. S.

Read March 5, 1793
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h HEN a tribe of plants has been kncwn from the earlieft
- times in which any plants were noticed at all, and has
attracted the attention of all botanifts, as well as of every florift
and gardener, one would éxpelt it fhould be well under{tood,
and that its {pecies and varieties fthould diftinctly be known one
from another. Unfortunately, however, for the acquifition of
truth, the reverfe {feems generally to be the cafe. The affiftance
which the bulk of mankind lend to any di{quifition requiring acute
judgment or deep mveftigation does not always tend to elucida-
tion, though infallibly in fome way or other to confufion. Hence
fuch an endlels variety of opinions, obftinatcly maintained in pro-
portion to the weaknefs of their foundations, upon fubje@s on
which moft has been thought and written; and hence in their
turn new {warms of writings arife from each variety of opinion.
Happily for the advancement of natural hiftory, it has never been
a very lucrative ftudy; otherwife even the multiplicity of folid
facts on which it is founded could fcarcely have prevented its be-
coming as dishgured and obfcure as many others that are.
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No genus, except perhaps that of rofes, juftifics the above re-
marks more than Dianthus; nor i1s {carcely any one lefs under-
ftood. This obfcurity does not {eem to have arifen, as in the Gera-
nium tribe, from a cafual intermixture of {pecies, either in a wild
or cultivated {tate; nor does it, as in Rofa, originate in the {pecies
being 1mmen{ely numerous, and very nearly refembling each other,
though 1t mult be confeffed their {pecific differencesare, like thofe
of roles, very difficult to define by methodical charaflers. The chief

{fource of confufion has been the incorre& labours of authors.

This genus, by the elegance and fragrance of moft of its {pe-
cies, as well as the frequent occurrence of many of them through-
out Europe, has been noticed more or lets m every botanical
publication. The older botanifis, emerging as it were from a thick
cloud of 1gnorance and book-learning, to a view of Nature in broad

.
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daylig ht dxd not at once acqune the faculty of feemg, {til longer
1T 1at Thcyfaem to

have looked upon the face of Nature as from a balloon in the air.
They could diftinguifh a foreft tree from a rofe bufh; they faw
the earth was clothed with flowers, and one great refinement of

their obfervation {eems to have been, that iome were red, yellow,
or blue, others white ; they difcovered that the fields were green
with grafs, but {carcely noted that all grafs was not the fame ;
nor did they dream there were tribes below that rank of vegetables,

{carcely lefs numerous than thole above it, and no lefs accurately

diftinguifhed, no lefs carefully foftered by the beneficent hand of

Nature, than all the gorgeous ornaments of their own flower-
cardens. 'When the {cience began to make a progrefs under the
fuperintendance of fome rare genius of gigantic powers, as a

Gelner or Cxfalpinus, while each of its footfteps was accurately
noted and delineated by the fcrupulous fidehity of a Clufius, faéts
on faéts were gradually accumulated, and each new obfervation

led
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led the way to many more., Happy if all had been made with
equal fagacity, and recorded with equal exactnefs! but every ob-
{erver was not a Clufius or a Gelner, nor every delineator of plants
a Fabius Columna. .

The wooden cuts of that day, however wonderful in execution,

and excellent for defcribing large diftinét plants, in tribes whofe
forms are flender and delicate, and whofe line of difcrimination is
{mall, are {carcely of any ule, efpecially as they are feldom of the
fize of nature. |

The genus of which T am about to treat, is one where figures
have {ucceeded the worft. They have confequently been mii-
taken and erroneoufly quoted, more efpecially as not half the dif-
tinct {pecies of Dianthus are figured at all in old authors, though
their books contain numerous trifling and tranfient varieties of
D. Caryophyllus, the favourites indeed of florifts, but which a bo-
tanift would gladly refign for certain information concerning real
{pecies, important in the ceconomy of nature.

The figures and accounts (for they can {carcely be called defcrip-
tions) of thefe plants in the earlier writers being therefore {o con-
fufed, it is, much to be lamented that {yftematic authors have
quoted them with {o little care. An erroneous {ynonym is worfe
than none at all.— Linnzus himfelf has been faulty in this
relpe&t.

Having long wifhed for fome fixed ideas of a genus every day
before one’s eyes, and fome {pecies of which ftand, the opprobrium
of botanifts, unnamed-in every garden, I have made it my bufi-
nefs to collect all the {pecimens poflible, and to obferve every
herbarium that 1t has been my fortune to vifit in different coun-
tries; hoping to learn at once to diftinguith one {pecies from ano-
- ther, and what authors intended by their different accounts. I
had allo 1n view at the fame time the genus of Arenaria, {till more
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mtricate in {fome refpects; but its obfcurity I have been more
fortunate in removing than that of Dianthus. It may in a future
paper, 1if this Society fhould think it worth their acceptance, be
illuftrated with fome minutenefs. I had deftined the fame pams
to the genus of Dianthus; but, having found the confufion in
herbariums and the deicriptions and {ynonyms of authors inextri-
cable, I am obliged now to content myfelf with offering detached
remarks on the {ubject, like thofe on Veronica printed in the firft
volume of our Tranfaétions. I take the {pecies in their order, as

in the fourteenth edition of Syft. Vegetabilium.

3. D. ferrugineus, Mant. 563. Linnzus quotes 1n manufcript
Miller's Icomes t. 81. f. 2, which i1s undoubtedly the plant,

though an ill-coloured indiftin& reprefentation, which would
be of no uie 1 obfcunty hung about the {pecies.

| -
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2. D. diminutus. Of this there 1s no {pecimen in the Linnean
herbarium. All that I have ever feen fo named, were evi-
dently D. prolifer, varying with a f{ingle flower in each com=

mon calyx, as Linnzus himfelf {feems to have been per-
{uaded.

\

11. D. rupefiris, Suppl. 240, 1s nothing elfe than D. virgineus,
whofe hiftory I fhall give in 1ts place.

12. D. glaucus. What Linnazus intended by this 1s the little
- white pink with a purple eye, to be found in {everal gardens,
and which many have thought a variety of deltoides, differing
only in the white colour of its flowers, and in having four {cales

to the calyx inftead of two, which is a variable circumitance. I
confefs
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confefs myfelf unable to find a {pecific difference between them,
and am perfuaded Mr. Hudfon is right n making 1t a varlety
in his Flora Anglica, for that it is what he mtends by his del-
toides 3, I learned from himielf, and his quotation of Dille-
nius, fiz. 384, evinces it. The laft mentioned author gives this
as a Britilh plant on report only ; nor do I know any certain
mftance of its being found wild, except Mr. Lighttoot’s autho-
rity in Flora Scotica, where 1t 1s rightly given as D. glaucus
of Linnzus. One cannot but wonder Mr. Hudion {hould
have applied this denomination, with its diferentia fpecifica, to
another plant, the Chedder pink, at the {ame time quoting
Dill. f. 385, which has nothing to do with D. glaucus, and
which Linnzus, mndeed, by no lefs an error, makes a variety

of his D. virgineus. This point I have already cleared up
in Enghifh Botany, t. 62, defcribing the Chedder pink as a new

fpecies by the name of D. czfius, of which therefore I {hall fay
no more at prefent.

7. D. arenarius. For this hittle-known {pecies Linnzus is the
only certamn authority. The {pecimen: in his herbarium is from
Sweden. ‘The {ynonyms of Bauhin and Clufius he has erafed
from his own copy of Species Plantarum, and {urely the
Lrmerwus flos tertius of Dodonzus, p. 176, ought alfo to be

firuck out. Nor do I find any good reafon to depend on the
iynonyms of Le Monnier and Sauvages,

Neither has this any right to a place in our Flora Anglica.
Mr. Hudlon has affured me he meant, by his D. arenarlus,
the common pheafant’s eye pink of the gardens, which occurs

fometimes apparently wild on old walls, and feems to belong
to D. Caryophyllas.

190 Dl ‘Ul‘f- .
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19. D. virgineus. ILannzus having originally defcribed this in the
firft edition of Species Plantarum from Burfer’s Herbarium, pre-
{erved at Upfal, without having any {pecimen in his own, I had no
means of determining it with certainty but byapplying to Profeffor
Thunberg, who very obligingly {ent me a drawing of the original
{pecimen, by which it clearly appears this 1s no other than the

plant Profeflor Jacquin has rightly taken for virgineus, and
figured in his Flora Aufiriaca, vol. 5. append. t. 15. 1 have it from
himfelf. Linnzus, towards the latter part of his life, having

had this pink 1n his garden at Upfal from the Alps, defcribed
it afrefh, forgetting it was his own virgineus; and forgetting
alfo that he had already named one Dianthus alpinus, he gave
that denomination to this {fuppofed ffew {pecies. The latter error
however his ion correé¢ted, publithing 1t m the Supplement
by the name of rupeﬂrls But another fault occurs in that work
with refpe&t to the ' yyleus primus, Cluf. hif?.
p- 282, figura tenuis. Linnzus wrote it figurd tenus, meaning
that the figure, not the defcription, agreed with his plant, 1
beg leave however to affert that neither 1s by any means re-
ferable to it. This is the very fame individual figure, printed
in Dodonzus by the name ot Armerws flos tertius, above men-
tioned. For what it was intended, I do not prefume to deter-

mine ; unlefs it may be my czfius, with which the defcription
of Clufius agrees pretty well. Yet here the weighty opinion
of Dillenius in Hort, Eltham. is agamnit me. The fynonyms.
of this genus form the moft inextricable botanical labyrinth I

ever yet entered.

I gathered D. virgineus on the white limeitone rocks op-
pofite the poft-houfe on Mount Cenis 1n Auguft 1787. The
ftems were decumbent, not proftrate, and the flowers appeared

to me inoderous. Linnwus remarks the contrary. It ought to

Vor. 11, O q be
' B
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be removed to the divifion of Flores folitarii, plures in eodem canle.
The fpecimen ‘in Burfer’s Herbarium, being a meagre one,
{ufficiently fhews why Linnazus placed 1t among thofe whofe
{ftems are fingle-lowered. I have reafon to think, from the
information of my moft accurate friend Mr. Davall, F. L. S. this

1s commonly taken for D. Caryophyllus in Switzerland. What

Haller has called 1t I do not yet know. * His account of this
cenus 1s as confufed as any body’s.

20, D. arboreus. Of this LLinnzus had no {pecimen, and he con-
~ founds under 1t two very different {pecies. . His {pecific charac-

ter, folits fubulatis, agrees beft with the plant of Tournefort;
but in his own copy ofeSp. Plant. he has erafed that {ynonym,
iceming thus to mtend Bauhin’s for his real arboreus. Yet he
has added as a fynonym, Caryophyllus arboreus {ylveftris,
Alpin. Exot. 59. 7. 38, juftly obferving that the figure is bad.
Indeed {o execrable 1s this figure, and fo ncomplete the de-
{cription, not a word being faid whether the figure be of the
natural fize or diminithed, which in this cafe would determine

the point, that I cannot tell to which of thele two moft differ-
ent {pecies it belongs. Suppofing it not to be a much dimi-
nifhed reprefentation, it muft be Tournefort’s Caryophyllus
creticus arboreus, juniperi folio, Coro//. 23. which I fhall here-
after deicribe, and with which Alpmnus’s defcription of the
¢ {lender leaves refembling thofe of wild pinks, and the fmall
flowers,” agrees much better than with Bauhin’s plant. The
latter, which I venture to confider as the real D. arboreus of

Linnzus, i1s very tolerably figured and defcnbed m John
Bauhm s Hifloria, vol. 3. 328.

a1, D. fruticofus. 1 am perfuaded, from Tournefort’s own {pecimens,
this 1s only a variety of the laft mentioned arboreus, having

3 _ broader
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broader and obtufe leaves, but differing i no other refpe
from that of Bauhin.——They are both very noble and orna-

mental plants, and 1t 1s pity they are loft to our gardens.

The prefent remarks, imperfeét as they are, would be {till more
{fo if I did not attempt to defcribe {uch new ipecies of this genus
as are certainly known to me, as well as to reform the {pecific
characters of the others, fome of which are at prefent quite infufhi-

cient, and efen erroneous. |
Thofe whofe charaéters need no alteration I fhall merely enu-

merate by the Linnzan names.

- W g — - .
. > i r . * - " -
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1. D. barbmtus.

2. D. carthufianorum, floribus {fubaggregatis, {quamis calycinis ova-
tis ariftatis tubo brevioribus, folus linearibus trinerviis.

3. D. ferrugimneus.
4. D. -Armera.
5. D. japonicus. Thunb. Fl, Fap. 133. . 23.

6. D. prolifer.
# % Flores folitarit, plures in eodem caule.

=. D. diminutus, anne varietas praecedentis ?

8. D. Caryophyllus, floribus {folitariis, iquamis calycinis {ubrhom-
beis breviflimis, petalis crenatis imberbibus. i
. Qq 2 9. D. pome-
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9. D. pomeridianus, flor. folitariis, {quamis calycinis ovatis acutis
breviflimis; tubo apice tantum ftriato, petalis emarginatis {ub-

integerrimis.

This is the only {pecies I have ever feen whole calyx is
{mooth in the lower part, while the upper half is {triated,
and that very {trongly and accurately.

—~n

1o. D. deliwides, flor. {olitariis, {quamis calycinis ovato-lanceolatis
acutis fubbinis, folus obtufiufculis {ubpubefcentibus, petalis

crenatis.
g. D. glaucus Linn, Varietas {quamis calycinis feepjus quaternis,

foliis magis glaucis, fubinde glabris, imbo petalorum albo (nec
c'xrneo) femper cum linei tranfverfa purpured ad baﬁn ut

1[1 Cl»

11. D. chinenfisy, flor. {olitarns, Iquamis calycinis {ubulatis patulis
foliaceis tubum zquantibus, petalis crenatis, foliis lanceolatis.

I have a plant from Mr. Sikes’s garden at Hackney which
{eems a hybrid between this {pecies and D. barbatus.

12. D. monfpeliacus, flor. {olitariis, fquamis calycinis fubulatis
rectis tubo parum brevioribus, corollis multtfidis, caule erecto.

13. D. plumarius, flor. {olitaris, fquamis calycinis {ubovatis bre=
viflimis obtufiflimis muticis, corollis multifidis.

14. D. crinitus, flor. {olitarus, {quamis calycinis ovalibus mucro-
natis fubdivergentibus tubo triplo brevioribus, petalis multifidis
imberbibus.

Caryophyllus orientalis, minimus, tenuiffimé laciniatus, flore
purpuseo.  Tournef. Cor. 23,

Habitat in Armena. Variat flore albo.  Tournefors,

' Caules
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Caules {pithamel, leves.  Folia linearia, anguftiflima, breviffi-
ma, obtufiuicula, levia. Flores duo vel quatuor in caule, eredti.
Calyx tubo gracily, ftriato, dentibus lanceolatis reétis acutiffimis;
{quamis ad bafin quatuor, exacte ovalibus, dorfo ftriatis, mu-
crone brevi patente, Petala angufta, limbo ad bafin ufque 1rre-
gulariter multifido-capiliaceo, imberbi.

15. D. fuperbus, flor. folitariis paniculatis, fquamis calycinis bre-
viflimis acuminatis, petalis multifido~capillaribus, caule ereéto.

16. D. attenuatus, flor. {olitariis, {quamis calycinis brevibus lanceo-
latis acuminatis {ubfenis; tubo apice attenuato, petalis crenatis.

Caryophyllus maritimus, {upinus, foliis anguftiffimis, acu-
leatis, multiflorus. An Caryophyllus {ylveftris repens multi-
florus C. B. Prod.* :—Herd. Tournef.

cridior Mf 'Bra?im. Ex horto

-

Huabitat 1n maritimis . 1

reglo Parifienfi etiam habui.

Caules diffufi, bafi lignofi, tortuofi, ramofiflimi; rami flori-

feri adf{cendentes, pedales, foliofi, teretes, glabri, apice m ra-
mulis 2 vel 3 dwifi, unifioris. Fola {ubulata, mucronato-

pungentia, olauca, margine {cabra; caulina internodiis bre-

viora. Flores carnel, inodori. Calyx {gquamis fex ad bafin,
quarum interiores fzpe margine membranacez ; tubo ftriato,

apicem verfus fenfim attenuato, dentibus erectis, margine mem=
branaceis. Corolla parva, crenata, imberbis.

17. D. pungens, flor. folitariis, caulibus paucifioris, {quamis caly-
cinis breviflimis mucronatis patentibus; tubo gibbo, petali¥

Integris.

* Nequaquam. Conf. D. virgineumn.

18. D,

5
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18. D. wirgineus, flor. {folitariis, caulibus paucifioris, iquamis caly-
cinis breviflimis obtufiffimis binis, petalis crenatis.

D. rupeftris. Limnn. Suppl. 240.
Caryophyllus {ylveftris repens multiflorus. Bauh. Pin. 209.
Prod. 104. Herb. Burfer. vol. 11. p. QQ.

* % % Caule unifioro berbaceo.

19. D. cafius, caulibus fubunifloris, fquamis calycinis fubrotundis
“brevibus, petalis crenatis pube{centibus, foliis margine {cabris.

D. cxfius, Sswerd. Engl. Bot. t. 62.
— olaucus, Hudf. Fl. Angl. 1835.
~ Armerie {pecies flore in fummo caule fingulari, Raiz Syn. 336.
Tunica rupeftris, folio czfio molli, flore carneo, D//. Hort.
Elth. 401. ¢. 298. /. 385.

Habitar n Angha, In Helvetid, Davall.

Radix lignofus. Caules plures, {pithamei, ereéti, implices,
olabri, quadranguli, conjugationibus foliorum duobus vel tribus,
uniflorl, vix unquam biflori. Folia lineari-lanceolata, obtufi-
ufcula, glauca, margine {fcabra. Calycis {quama tubo triplo
breviores, ovato-fubrotund®, obtuse mucronatz, ftriate. Pe-
tala carnea, obtusé duplicato-crenata, bafi lineata atque bar-

bata.

20. D. alpinus, caule unifloro, petalis crenatis, {quamis calycinis ex-
¢ terioribus foliaceis tubum {ubaquantibus.
Variat folus obtufis & acutis.

21. D: arenariis.

R —— .
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* % ® ¥ Frutefcentes.

22, D. arboreus, caule fruticofo, foliis oblongis fubcarnofis, {quamis
calyciis numerofis obtufis arété imbricatis breviflimis.
Betonica coronaria arborea cretica, Bawh. Hift. 3. 328. f. 2.

£. D. fruticofus, Liun.

Caryophyllus gracus arboreus, Leucoii folio peramaro. Tournaf.
/t. v. 1. 70, cum figura.—Nullo modo ab « differt, nifi folus
brevioribus, parum latioribus, & obtufis.

23. D. juniperinus, caule fruticofo, foliis fubulatis, {quamis caly-

cinis fubquaternis obovatis mucronato-pungentibus patulis tubo
duplo brevioribus.

Caryophyllus creticus arboreus, Juniperi folio, Zourn, Cor, 23.

. - el G T : . ; R ’ -“-. Nl ~ .
c. y V - 9.8 s LI LALTTTEe X AU 20 *ss”’e".

Habitat in Cretd. Tournefort.

Caulis fruticofus, cortice rimofo lacero, ramofiffimus, ra-
muli apice densé foliofi; florifer1 elongati, cum oppofitioni-
bus 2 vel 3 tantum foliorum, imternodis multo breviorum,
teretes, glabri. Fola {ubulata,- anguftifiima, mucronato-
pungentia, canaliculata, margine lavi. Flres bin1 vel terni
in apicibus ramulorum, pedicellaty, parvi. Calycis {quama
obovate, obtufe, vix f{triate, margine apiceque membra-
nacez, mucrone pungenti, divaricato, brevi, terminatz, tubo
duplo breviores; tubus ftriatus, dentibus acutls, margine

" _ haud membranaceis. Petala crenata & incifa. Stk exlerti,

capillares.

I have
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I have taken the liberty of altering the arrangement of the
Linnzan {pecies in fome degree, introducing my new ones as
much as poffible according to their affinities. D. pungens not
being at all more fhrubby than many others, reckoned by
Linnzus herbaceous, is moft conveniently placed near thofe
{peciesy to which it is, in other refpets, naturally allied.

XXIX, The



